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Separating the Developmental and Evaluative Performance Appraisal Uses
The multiple uses of performance appraisal (PA) have been the focus of much research,
often yielding conflicting findings and conclusions. This study used an untreated control group
design to examine the effects of separating the developmental and evaluative PA uses (in time
and by person) on employee attitudes and behavioral intentions. Results indicated no effect on
employee attitudes, however, employees in the separated PA group reported they were less
likely to use development in the future.
Performance assessment is often considered one of the most important Human
Resource (HR) practices (e.g.; Judge & Ferris, 1993). Although the need for some type of
performance appraisal (PA) system is usually acknowledged, the practical usefulness of PAs is
often questioned (McNerney, 1995; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). This is consistent with other
management practices. Discussing the dynamics of bureaucracy, Blau states, “Many social
patterns that served important functions for operations also had some dysfunctions, that is, they
produced conditions that impeded the effective attainment of organizational objectives” (1963:
252). The PA process may be one such function, believed to be a necessity in terms of making
administrative decisions, providing legal safeguards, and even improving performance (Murphy
& Cleveland, 1995), yet at risk of promoting negative outcomes particularly if employed for
multiple uses (Deming, 1986; DeNisi & Williams, 1988; Meyer, Kay, & French, 1965).
Previous research and theory indicate that there is a conflict when PA is used both to
develop and evaluate (Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; DeNisi, Cafferty, & Meglino, 1984;
Longenecker, Gioia, & Sims, 1987; Murphy, Balzer, Kellam, & Armstrong, 1984; Murphy &
Cleveland, 1995; Williams, DeNisi, Blencoe, & Cafferty, 1985; Zedeck & Cascio, 1982).
Practitioner articles have also advocated separating evaluation (e.g., salary administration) from
employee development, even suggesting that employees cannot receive accurate feedback
about their strengths and developmental needs if these two PA uses are connected (e.g.,
Harvey, 1995; McNerney, 1995). This conflict is believed to prevent the appraisal process from
attaining its goals and usefulness to the organization, perhaps even contributing negatively to
individual behaviors and organizational performance. Yet, research actually examining this
conflict is rare. We know little about whether employees react or behave differently when
evaluation and development are combined within one PA process versus when they are
separated. The present study begins to address this issue by investigating the effects of
separating PA uses on employee attitudes and behavioral intentions.
The present research views PA not just as a single measurement event, but instead as a
process. This perspective follows Murphy and Cleveland’s (1995) view of PA as a means for
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social interaction and communication. Their social-psychological perspective is useful in
focusing PA research beyond the mechanics and measurement problems of the appraisal
event, and instead toward improvements in the overall process. This perspective makes salient
the issue of possible conflicting PA uses by recognizing that the appraisal process is part of a
larger organizational system where organizational practices and employee experiences,
although not necessarily part of the appraisal event, may still exert an influence. In other words,
it is important to consider the general relationship between evaluation and development within
an organizational system and its role in affecting employees’ experience and reactions. In sum,
by looking at PA as a process by which organizations communicate and make decisions, social
and psychological issues associated with the PA can be better understood and improved.
Performance Appraisal Uses
We examine the effects of separating the evaluative and developmental components of
PA, so it is important to define development and evaluation. Development is any effort
concerned with enriching attitudes, experiences, and skills which improve the effectiveness of
employees. Specific examples of developmental PA use include: identifying an individual’s
strengths and weaknesses, setting goals, and identification of training needs. Evaluation is
characterized as comparing an individual’s performance to a set standard, other organizational
members, or the individual’s previous performance. Evaluation frequently supports human
resource activities such as salary administration, promotion or termination decisions, and
identification and/or recognition of good or bad performance. Development and evaluation may
appear interdependent (i.e., how can one develop an employee without some sort of
evaluation), thus rendering separation difficult or impractical. However, previous research
suggests that although developmental PA use strongly correlates with evaluative PA use, the
uses are emphasized differently across organizations and differentially relate to organizational
characteristics (Cleveland, Murphy, & Williams, 1989). As discussed in more detail below,
development and evaluation have also been shown to differentially influence outcomes (e.g.,
appraisal accuracy) and rating processes (e.g., Murphy et al., 1984; Williams et al., 1985)
further indicating that development and evaluation are distinct PA uses.
However, a PA can be and is often used for both development and evaluation within
organizations, and some past research has examined the effects of combining these two uses.
This research is discussed next.
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Combining PA Uses
There are various studies specifically testing the assertions that a conflict exists when
the PA is used for multiple purposes. The first, and perhaps most frequently cited research on
multiple PA uses is a study conducted at General Electric Company by Meyer and colleagues
(1965). Through interviews with employees and their supervisors, the researchers concluded
that organizations which rely on a comprehensive annual PA to provide workers with valuable
feedback and ultimately improve job performance would likely be better off with the work-
planning-and-review method (WP&R: Meyer et al., 1965). The WP&R approach includes more
frequent performance discussions, no summary judgments or ratings, separate salary
discussions, and an increased emphasis on mutual goal planning and problem solving. This
research introduced the perspective that there is conflict inherent in the traditional approach to
PA, and organizations may be better served by separating PA uses (e.g., removing salary
discussion from development).
However, the first empirical study of Meyer and colleagues (1965) assertion resulted in a
different conclusion. Prince and Lawler (1986) primarily focused on the effects of salary
discussion. Their results indicated that salary discussion during the review either had no impact
or a slightly positive impact on the PA process (e.g.; participation), content (e.g.; discussion of
performance attributes), and outcomes (e.g.; PA satisfaction) (Prince & Lawler, 1986). One
explanation for Prince and Lawler’s findings is that their manipulation was limited. The
researchers only focused on the extent to which salary discussion was a part of the PA event.
Therefore, although comparisons were made between whether salary discussion was the focus
of the PA event or not, a more complete test of the effects of separation in PA uses would
involve removing all aspects of the PA of an evaluative nature. Further, although discussing
salary changes during the PA event did not negatively influence the outcome variables
investigated by Prince and Lawler (1986), it is unclear whether supervisors in the study still
provided the notification of salary changes (as well as other aspects of evaluation) at some
other point in time. In effect, merely removing salary discussion from the annual event may not
adequately separate development and evaluation. It is the separation of these constructs within
the organizational context that the present research investigates.
The present research attempts to address this issue by removing all evaluative
responsibility from the immediate supervisor, making evaluation the responsibility of someone
else within the organization—in this case the supervisor once-removed. The idea is for the
immediate supervisor to focus only on the developmental needs of his/her employees, separate
from the annual appraisal. In effect, two separate processes, one for developmental purposes
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the other for evaluation, are created. Arguably, by separating the PA uses in time and by
person, a more complete and accurate investigation of the effects of separating PA uses is
possible.
It is proposed that separating the PA uses (in time and person) would free the immediate
supervisor to focus on providing employees development as needed, but separate from the
actual PA event (and evaluation) and free from the role of evaluator. This is consistent with
Murphy and Cleveland’s (1995) social-psychological perspective where the importance of the
larger appraisal context is recognized. In effect, it may be necessary to think beyond removing
only one aspect of evaluation (e.g., salary discussion) from the annual event and instead
separate evaluation and development completely within the organization.
To understand the possible effects of separating the developmental and evaluative PA
components we draw on two research areas: cognitive processes/rating strategies and role
conflict/power. Specifically, it is proposed that the incompatible processes/strategies and conflict
in roles which may exist with the traditional PA should be reduced by separating the uses, thus
leading to positive outcomes. This research is discussed next and specific hypotheses are
offered.
Rating Processes and Strategies
It has been shown that cognitive processes and rating outcomes are different depending
on the PA purpose (Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; DeNisi et al., 1984; DeNisi & Williams, 1988;
Murphy et al., 1984; Williams et al., 1985). Specifically, Murphy and Cleveland (1995) suggest
that if the rater has one purpose in mind and is then asked to use the PA for something else, the
rater will have trouble processing the information for that alternative purpose. If raters do try to
keep the multiple purposes in mind, there is a risk of failing to provide useful information for any
of the purposes (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). It has also been argued that accuracy in
distinguishing between good and bad performers is independent from accuracy in distinguishing
between an individual’s strengths and weaknesses (Murphy, Garcia, Kerkar, Martin, & Balzer,
1982; Wiggins, 1973). As a result of these conflicts in cognitive processes and accuracy,
researchers have hypothesized that the rater may attempt to balance the multiple, perhaps
conflicting purposes by focusing on only one purpose and conducting the PA with that purpose
in mind (Longenecker et al., 1987).
Previous research has also found that raters differentially search for performance
information depending on the purpose of the appraisal (Williams et al., 1985). For example,
raters seem to search for more comparative information when making evaluative decisions. A
study by Zedeck & Cascio (1982) found that rater strategy varies¾identical dimensions are
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weighed, combined, and integrated differently¾depending on the PA purpose. However, a later
study was not able to support this finding (McIntyre, Smith, & Hassett, 1984). If raters do search
for and/or integrate information differently depending on the PA purpose, it seems plausible that
combining PA uses may be problematic. For example, seeking information for evaluative
purposes may result in the rater missing useful developmental information and vice versa,
ultimately leading to adverse reactions.
It has also been proposed that when designing a PA, organizations should be concerned
with the type of feedback (e.g.; comparisons to other employees, areas to improve
performance), frequency, quality, and who provides feedback or evaluations (Cummings &
Schwab, 1973). It is possible that using a PA for multiple purposes is ineffective because the
best system design may vary for each purpose (Klein, Snell, & W xley, 1987). In other words,
the optimal system for providing development may differ from the optimal system for evaluation.
For example, it has been suggested that development should be provided frequently and
informally, while evaluation should perhaps be provided annually or semi-annually (Meyer et al.,
1965). In the present study, development was separated from the evaluative PA event with the
intent of increasing developmental interactions between the employee and his/her immediate
supervisor.
Previous research, therefore, suggests that there may be a conflict between PA uses in
terms of rating processes and strategies. Arguably, this conflict may negatively influence
employees’ attitudinal reactions to the appraisal. For example, in their attempt to balance the
different information collected for different PA uses raters may fail to provide any useful
information (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995) or may attempt to balance the demands of multiple
uses by focusing on one use in particular, perhaps disregarding the other (Longn cker et al.,
1987). These actions may foster employee dissatisfaction with the PA process and outcomes.
However, by separating the PA uses, the incompatibilities between the developmental and
evaluative uses should be reduced. In effect, the PA process proposed here should reduce the
conflict which has been shown to exist when the appraisal event is used for multiple purposes,
leading to an improvement in employees’ attitudinal reactions to the PA.
Hypothesis 1: Employees in the separated use PA system will report higher
levels of PA satisfaction than those in the traditional system.
Role Conflict and Power
In Blau’s (1963) analysis of two government agencies, he acknowledged that the more
removed the supervisor, the less likely he/she apparently yielded to subordinate demands and
the less lenient the evaluations. This is related to Follett’s (1926) analysis regarding the conflict
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faced by a supervisor when giving orders to subordinates. The immediate supervisor is often so
close to the workers that he/she may not be an effective evaluator. Further, in Blau’s (1963)
description of the exercise of authority by supervisors, he views official power as the ultimate
bureaucratic authority. This research suggests that status distinctions, while necessary for
administrative functions, can weaken cooperation, feelings of association, and group cohesion.
If evaluation, specifically authority over issues such as pay, promotions, and terminations,
fosters defensiveness and inhibits cooperation among employees, removing this role from the
supervisor may improve relations within the organization. Reducing the evaluative authority of
the immediate supervisor may lead to employees’ increased cooperation and ultimately feelings
of association toward the supervisor.
The political aspects of PA is a perspective that coincides with the conflicting roles of the
traditional evaluator. “In essence, the process of appraising does not agree with ‘helping’”
(Drenth, 1984: 227). We suggest that this conflict is especially evident when appraisals are used
for evaluation. When assessing performance, managers are believed to avoid unnecessary
conflict and minimize the extent to which administrative responsibilities create barriers between
them and their subordinates; this is the result of being familiar with their workers’ personal lives
and needs as well as the desire to maintain a functional operating unit (Longenecker et al.,
1987; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). In an empirical investigation of the role of social and
situational influences in the PA process, researchers found that supervisors’ affect toward their
subordinate mediated the effect of demographic similarity and supervisor-subordinate work
relationship on the supervisor’s PA rating of that subordinate (Judge & Ferris, 1993). If feelings
toward the subordinate have a spill-over effect, or the desire to avoid conflict distorts
performance ratings, the resulting PA may be less than accurate, perhaps failing to differentiate
between good and bad performers. Thus, employees may not see much value in the PA as an
objective evaluation. This lends further support to Hypothesis 1 above.
Criticizing employees, as is often done in PAs, is believed by many researchers to foster
defensiveness and rationalization which usually result in nonconstructive responses (Blau,
1964; Meyer et al., 1965). As suggested by Drenth (1984), PA is a sensitive matter, often
eliciting negative psychological responses such as resistance, denial, aggression, or
discouragement particularly if the assessment is negative. These negative feelings will likely
upset the relationship between the evaluator and those being evaluated (Blau, 1964; Drenth,
1984). By removing the evaluative role from the immediate supervisor, a less adversarial
relationship between the employee and their supervisor may develop as status distinctions give
way to cooperation. Since the evaluative and disciplinary actions become the responsibility of a
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manager once-removed, the employee/supervisor relationship may become more constructive
as the defensiveness and apprehension that often accompanies evaluation is no longer an
issue. It is, therefore, important to assess how this change in performance management affects
the employees’ feelings about their supervisor.
Hypothesis 2: Employees in the separated use PA will report higher satisfaction
with their supervisors than those in the traditional system.
The job of the first-line supervisor has changed drastically over the last few decades due
to the growth of participative management, increased use of autonomous work groups, use of
computers in management, and the influence of staff specialists (Kerr, Hill, & Broedling, 1986).
Many practitioner-oriented articles suggest this very idea, asserting that leaders must now
coach the development of employees’ capabilities and competence, acting as facilitators or
even cheerleaders (Belasco & Stayer, 1994; Lawson, 1992; McCarthy, 1991; Moskal, 1988;
Shaughnessy & Howell, 1993). Kerr et al. (1986) propose that activities such as carrying out
“human relations” through counseling, nurturing, and maintaining external boundaries takes
much of the supervisor’s time, while work planning and scheduling, coordination and control,
and maintaining quality, safety, and machinery takes up less of their time. Separating the PA
uses may free the immediate supervisor to focus on coaching and mentoring, as opposed to
discipline and evaluation.
The above discussion suggests that the improved relationship between the supervisor
and the employee will result in employees feeling at ease with their supervisor. As supervisors
appear more approachable, employees should solicit their coaching and mentoring assistance
more frequently and with less apprehension. Constructive discussion, planning, and utilization of
development and training opportunities may result. The idea that employees in the traditional
system may not wish to expose their difficulties or questions to the person who also handles
their discipline and evaluation is not new (Blau, 1963). Research indicates that developmental
guidance is most often sought from other resources, such as Human Resources or colleagues,
when the supposed coach/mentor is in a traditional supervisory role (Blau, 1963; Fletcher and
Williams, 1985; Gabor, 1990). A defective relationship between the supervisor and the
employees may, therefore, prevent the employee from development and the supervisor from an
intimate understanding of many work place issues. By removing the evaluative role from the
immediate supervisor he/she may then become the primary provider of advice and support.
Hypothesis 3: Employees in the separated use PA will repo t that they are more
likely to seek their supervisors’ assistance with developmental
issues than those in the traditional system.
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As discussed above, in the traditional performance management system where raters
are instructed to use the PA for multiple purposes, the ratee may focus on one purpose while
the other (s) are disregarded (Gabor, 1990; Longenecker et al., 1987). Because evaluative
needs are very important to the organization and often a necessity in terms of administrative
decisions (i.e.; pay distribution, promotions, terminations, layoffs), development is the function
likely to be disregarded. By shifting the development function to another person and time, this
should no longer be the situation and employees will become more aware of job development
opportunities. Moreover, practitioner oriented articles and studies have proposed that while
employees are increasingly expected to take responsibility for their own career development, it
is also imperative for organizations, particularly supervisors, to take an active role in assisting in
and promoting development opportunities (Dennis & Axel, 1991; Gooding, 1988; Haskell, 1993).
If the immediate supervisor is no longer required to act as an evaluator, they will perhaps then
focus their attention on employee development. Thus,
Hypothesis 4: Employees in the separated use PA will report greater awareness
of development opportunities than those in the traditional system.
On the other hand, the link between using development and receiving valued outcomes
(e.g., salary increase) may become tenuous under the separated use PA. Development may no
longer be viewed as instrumental to receiving outcomes because the two components
(development and evaluation) are separate. Indeed, in the absence of the immediate
supervisor’s impact on extrinsic rewards resulting from the appraisal, employees in the
treatment group may report less intent to develop in the future.
Moreover, if the immediate supervisor focuses more on development now that it is
separated from evaluation, thus resulting in higher employee development, the employees in
this group may not be as likely to report futureuse of development. Arguably, if development is
overshadowed or neglected during the PA process, as proposed occurs in the traditional PA,
employees may be inclined to say they do plan to use development. The control group (i.e.,
traditional PA) may, therefore, report more futureuse of development because they have not
previously been provided development.
Hypothesis 5: Employees in the separated use PA will report they intend to use
less development than those in the traditional system.
In sum, separating the developmental and evaluative PA uses in time as well as by
person, cognitive and role conflict should be reduced. The separated use by system should
influence employee attitudes regarding the appraisal, their supervisor, and development and
behavioral intentions toward development.
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Method
Sample
Subjects were employees of a large international manufacturing company. The facility
used in this research is located in the Southern United States and manufactures and distributes
production equipment. There were over 20 departments in this facility, thus the employee
participants represent a mix of production/distribution workers, customer service clerks, and
staff level personnel (e.g.; accountants, computer administrators). Any employees directly
familiar with the research project and/or hypotheses, such as the HR Manager and Facility Vice
President, were excluded from the study.
Summary statistics of the sample are reported in Table 1. Subjects were mostly female
(76.5%) and white (92%). The average age was 40 years. The mean organizational and position
tenure are 9.79 and 4.91 years respectively. On average, employees had been promoted 1.65
times within this company.
Prior to the start of this research project, all employees were given a formal PA once a
year on their hire date. This was the time when employees were provided past performance
feedback, future areas for improvement, training needs assessment, and any merit increase.
The change in appraisal system was an actual organization intervention, designed in
cooperation with the researchers. Top HR managers in the organization were familiarized with
relevant research suggesting that separating appraisal use might favorably affect employee
attitudes and behaviors. They then participated in the design of the intervention and the
experimental study.
Study Design
Because the supervisor is likely in the best position to provide input concerning their
employees’ development (Bonito, 1990; Finn, 1991), it was determined that the supervisor
once-removed would provide all evaluation. The supervisor once-removed, therefore, was to
provide the annual review as well as conduct any needed disciplinary action, freeing the
immediate supervisor to provide development. This was done to reduce the confusion caused
by using the PA for multiple purposes (B rnardin & Beatty, 1984; DeNisi et al., 1984; DeNisi &
Williams, 1988; Murphy et al., 1984; Williams et al., 1985), and to reduce the role conflict when
the same person provides both development and evaluations (Blau, 1964; Latham & Wexley,
1981; Meyer et al., 1965).
Employees were assigned to one of two groups: (1) formal appraisal to be administered
by the supervisor once-removed and used only for evaluation (treatment group), or (2)
performance appraisal conducted as in the past, by the immediate supervisor for both
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development and evaluation (control group). Both groups of employees were administered two
pretest surveys, approximately two months apart, and one posttest survey after they had
received their PA for that year. Of 152 employees involved in the study (again, any employee
directly familiar with the study were excluded from participation), 116 completed at least one
pretest (95% completed both) and the posttest survey for a response rate of 76.3%. Forty-five
respondents were in the treatment group and 71 were in the control group. There was no
indication of a selection-attrition bias—86% of the treatment group and 84% of the control group
remained for the entire study.
It was not possible to randomly assign employees to the groups because there needed
to be at least one level between the immediate supervisor and the Facility Vice President. This
was necessary so that the Facility Vice President would not be burdened by having to complete
a large number of PA’s. Therefore, employees in the treatment group had at least two people
between them and the Facility Vice President, and those in the control group generally had a
supervisor who reported directly to the Facility Vice President. It should also be noted that all
employees reporting to the same supervisor were assigned to the same group. Therefore, no
supervisor had some employees whose PA he/she administered and other employees where
the PA was administered by the supervisor once-removed. However, the different occupational
groups within the organization were represented in both the treatment and the control group
(e.g., some customer service clerks were assigned to the treatment group and some to the
control group). Even though the two groups were fairly similar, this experiment should be termed
a quasi-experiment since random assignment of groups was not feasible. Therefore, the pretest
data was essential in order to detect selection-maturation and local history interactions, and to
obtain an estimate of the correlation between observations taken from a single group across a
known time interval (Cook & Campbell, 1979).
Each employee signed an informed consent form with a tracking number so that
individual responses to the three surveys (two pretest and one posttest) could be matched.
Employees were administered the first pretest survey in groups of 20-30. Only the researcher
was in the room with the employees as they completed the surveys to ensure confidentiality.
The surveys were kept by the researcher; no one associated with the company was ever shown
individual survey responses.
At the time of the first pretest, it was not known to which group each employee would be
assigned. In the two months following the first pretest, the groups were determined by the
researcher and the facility’s HR Manager. The employees, however, were not told of the change
in the appraisal system (if they were part of the treatment group) until one week after the second
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pretest. This was done so that the group membership would not affect responses to the
pretests. Supervisors were informed of the PA process (depending on the group they were in)
by the HR Manager. They were provided standardized details on how the PAs were to be
conducted and how to explain the change to their employees (e.g., permanent change in the PA
system, intent was for immediate supervisors to focus on employee development and increase
standardization of appraisals).
The second pretest was administered in the same way as the first. Each employee
received a survey which matched the number on their signed consent form and the first pretest.
Because the researcher did not have access to the numbers corresponding to each employee
and was also unfamiliar with the employees, the HR Manager distributed the surveys but left the
room afterwards room to ensure confidentiality.
All immediate supervisors and supervisors once-removed were instructed by the facility’s
HR manager on their evaluative or developmental (or both) role depending on their group after
the second pretest. The process was standardized to promote reliability of treatment
implementation within groups and also to ensure that supervisors across groups provided the
“correct” feedback (only evaluation, only development, or both in the case of the control group)
thus increasing internal validity. Specifically, immediate supervisors in the treatment group were
told that they would no longer be responsible for the annual appraisal but that since only
evaluation would be provided by the supervisor once-removed during the annual PA they were
to continue to provide their employees with development. Supervisors once-removed were
instructed to only provide evaluative feedback (e.g., performance ratings, merit increases,
promotions) during the appraisal event and that the immediate supervisor would still be
responsible for employee development.
The employees in the treatment group ceased to be evaluated and disciplined by their
immediate supervisor after the second pretest. All evaluations and disciplinary actions were
conducted by the supervisor once-removed, and the immediate supervisor acted only in a
developmental role. However, if requested by the supervisor once-removed, the immediate
supervisor did provide information regarding an employee’s performance. A manipulation check
was, therefore, necessary to ensure that the employees in the treatment group perceived that
their immediate supervisor was no longer the primary evaluator of their performance. The
manipulation check will be discussed in the “Measures” section. The control group continued in
the traditional system where the supervisor both evaluated and provided employee development
during the annual PA.
Separating PA Uses WP 99-09
Page 13
Since PAs were scheduled on the anniversary of an employee’s hire date, administration
of posttest surveys varied among employees. Every three months (for one year) after the
manipulation was introduced, posttest surveys were administered to those employees who had
been given their PA in the prior three months. This meant that employees completed the
posttest questionnaire one to three months after their actual appraisal event. Employees in both
the control and treatment groups who had received a review in the previous three months were
brought together in groups of 15-20 to complete the posttest.
Measures
Survey items included a combination of existing measures and items developed
specifically for this study. The survey was pilot-tested with the company’s HR Department to
ensure that it was complete, easy to follow, and that the items were not ambiguous. A 1-7 Likert
scale (1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree) was utilized for all survey items.
Satisfaction.  Greller’s Satisfaction with PA (1978) was used to measure satisfaction
with the PA. Greller’s scale is made up of four dimensions: utility, satisfaction, anxiety, and
derogation. (Cronbach’s alpha, [a]=.90). The Job Descriptive Index (Smith, Kendall, & Hulin,
1969) measured satisfaction with the supervisor (a=.82).
Development.  The researchers developed the items regarding seeking supervisor’s
assistance with developmental issues, awareness of developmental opportunities, and the
future use of development. Individual items measuring each construct were combined to create
one index for each construct. There were four items concerning how likely the employee is to
seek their immediate supervisor’s assistance for development (e.g., “I am likely to approach my
immediate supervisor regarding career development”; a=.77), two items assessing awareness
of developmental opportunities (e.g., “There are very few development opportunities within this
company”—reverse scored; a=.67), and two items assessing the employees’ reported future
use of development (e.g., “I plan to seek and use development tools in the future”; a=.74).
Manipulation Check.  Questions regarding who provides the development and
evaluative aspects of the PA were used to provide a manipulation check. As in a similar study
on performance appraisals (Taylor et al., 1995), this is done to check that the manipulation was
perceived by the employees. The questions were “my immediate supervisor is the primary
evaluator of my performance,” and “someone other than my supervisor handles the evaluation
of my performance and discipline” (reverse-scored). The two items were averaged to create one
index (a=.69).
Discussion Check.  Communication between the treatment and control groups about
the PA system may introduce a confounding bias in the manipulation. One question was used to
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measure the degree of discussion surrounding the PA system. This allowed investigation into
whether the employees discussed the PA system more after the manipulation was introduced
and helped assess whether interaction between the groups confounded the results.
Control Variables.  The last page of the survey contained questions regarding gender
(1=male, 0=female), race (1=white, 0=non-white), job tenure (in years), and number of
promotions. These items allowed for investigation of possible differences between the control
and treatment groups.
Performance Rating.  The organization provided the performance rating each individual
received on the appraisal just prior to the research project as well as the rating since the
manipulation had been implemented. These were used to investigate whether performance
ratings differed between groups or as a result of the manipulation. Employees were given an
overall rating in one of the following four categories: (1) below standards, (2) meets standards,
(3) exceeds standards, or (4) distinguished.
Analysis
Correlations between the corresponding variables in the first and second pretests were
needed to determine if observations taken from a single group across a known time interval
were consistent (Cook & Campbell, 1979). The correlation approach to investigating the
relationship between responses on the first and second pretests is also compatible with the test-
retest estimation of reliability (Pedhazur & Pedhazur Schmelkin, 1991). A high correlation would
permit the averaging of the two pretest measures to create one variable. This variable is then
treated as a covariate, controlling for the initial level of the respective measure and for selection
differences between the groups (Cook & Campbell, 1979).
It should be acknowledged, however, that carry-over biases from measuring the same
people with the same measure twice may result in an overestimation of stability (Pedhazur &
Pedhazur Schmelkin, 1991). In order to lessen any carry-over biases to the pretest measures,
the time interval between the two tests was relatively large¾two months. This increase in time
interval may lead to low correlations between the two pretests due to the characteristics under
investigation actually changing as time passes. The two month time interval is appropriate since
it should not be too excessive nor insignificant; conceivably balancing carry-over problems
associated with short time intervals with the probability that longer time intervals may lead to
actual changes in characteristics.
In order to check for selection-maturation, mean differences between the control and
treatment groups were computed for both the first and second pretests. This would determine if
one group is changing on any of the measures at a rate different from the other group.
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Comparing the groups’ responses on the first pretest also allows detection of whether one group
exhibits a higher initial level of a measure(s) compared to the other.
ANCOVAs were used to examine the effect of separating PA use on employee attitudes
and behavioral intentions. First, however, ANCOVA was performed to check the effectiveness of
the separated use PA manipulation. Those employees in the separated use group should report
lower perceptions that evaluation is handled by their immediate supervisor. Separate
ANCOVAs, using the pre-survey measure of the relevant dependent variable were then
performed to test the hypotheses.
Results
Descriptive statistics for the variables used in the analysis are shown in Table 1.
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TABLE 1: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Both Groups
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
   1 Age 39.63 9.33
   2 Number of promotions 1.65 1.99  .24*
   3 Gender (male=1) .23 .43 -.09 -.04
   4 Race (white=1) .92 .27 -.02  .02 -.07
   5 Job tenure 4.91 3.71  .43**  .51** -.01  .16
   6 1st PA rating 2.43 .51  .11  .03 -.17 -.14  .11
   7 2nd PA rating 2.40 .53  .07  .08 -.04 -.15  .11  .58**
   8 PA satisfaction 3.95 1.06  .11  .17 -.12 -.10  .08  .38**  .29**
   9 Satisfaction w/ supervisor 5.00 1.02  .28**  .18  .02 -.15  .05  .19  .16  .41**
 10 Seek supervisor assistance 4.89 1.06  .16  .09  .01 -.03  .17  .17  .14  .52**  .51**
 11 Aware of development 3.32 1.16 -.02  .15  .10 -.05  .06  .08 -.02  .34**  .28**  .21*
 12 Use development 4.82 .99 -.10  .17 -.11 -.01 -.07  .01  .03  .04  .11  .11  .00
 13 Discussion check 3.35 1.51  .02 -.05  .30**  .11 -.05 -.19* -.11 -.34** -.07 -.18 -.13 -.01
 14 Manipulation check 5.38 1.22  .17 -.01  .15  .05  .10  .09  .11  .24*  .26**  .37**  .13  .13  .01
Note: Statistics reported here for the dependent variables are from the posttest data. ** p < .01; * p < .05
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Pretest Analysis
The bivariate correlation coefficients between the first pretest responses and the
corresponding second pretest responses are shown in Table 2. All dependent variables, with
the exception of the manipulation check and degree of discussion about the PA system, had
significant positive correlations above .60. The measures appear relatively stable.
TABLE 2: Correlation Coefficients for the First and Second Pretests
Variable Correlation
Manipulation check .52
Discussion check .57
PA satisfaction .86
Satisfaction with supervisor .82
Seek supervisor assistance .70
Aware of development .73
Use of development .64
Note:  All correlations significant p < .01.
In addition, there were no significant differences between the treatment and control
groups for any of the variables on either of the pretests (all p-values >.10). The employees’
responses do not appear to be changing in one group compared to the other group prior to the
introduction of the manipulation, suggesting that selection maturation may not be of concern
(Cook & Campbell, 1979).
Because it may not be appropriate to scale the two separate pretest manipulation
measures due to the low correlation shown in Table 2 (r=.5 ), both measures were maintained
as distinct for use in the analysis of variance model. To be conservative, the first pretest PA
discussion variable was used due to the plausibility that degree of discussion regarding the
study increased as a result of the research project. For example, the comparison between initial
PA discussion (pretest 1) and discussion at the time of the posttest will likely yield the higher
contrast.
For all other variables, the responses to the first and second pretests were averaged to
create one overall pretest measure for each variable. The corresponding variable from this
pretest measure was entered as a covariate in the analysis of variance model for each
dependent variable.
Separating PA Uses WP 99-09
Page 18
Demographic and Check Variables
There were no differences between the two groups on any of the demographic variables.
Moreover, there were no significant differences between the groups on either the pre-study PA
rating (Mc [control group]=2.44, Mt [treatment group]=2.41, F .12, n.s.) or PA rating once the
manipulation was introduced (Mc=2.41, Mt=2.39 F= 05, n.s.).
The ANCOVA results for the manipulation check show a significant difference between
the control and treatment groups after controlling for the pretest manipulation. Employees in the
treatment group were significantly less likely to perceive that their immediate supervisor is the
person most likely to evaluate their performance (Mc=5.57, Mt=5.08, F=4.72, p<.05). In other
words, employees under the new system reported significantly higher perceptions that someone
other than their supervisor handles evaluation and discipline compared to the control group after
controlling for the initial level of this variable. The manipulation, therefore, appears to have been
effective. There were no differences between the two groups regarding the degree of discussion
surrounding the PA system (Mc=3.29, Mt=3.28, F=.00, n.s.). After controlling for the initial level,
it does not appear that one group is more likely to discuss the PA system compared to the
other. The control and treatment group means for the manipulation, discussion check, PA rating,
and outcome variables are shown in Table 3.
TABLE 3: ANCOVA Results for Control and Treatment Groups
Variable Control Group Treatment Group F Value
Manipulation check 5.57 5.08 4.72*
(.14) (.18)
Discussion check 3.29 3.28 .00
(.14) (.18)
PA rating 2.39 2.40 .01
(.05) (.06)
PA satisfaction 3.94 3.96 .01
(.10) (.13)
Satisfaction with supervisor 4.98 5.03 .07
(.11) (.14)
Seek supervisor assistance 4.91 4.85 .11
(.11) (.14)
Aware of development 3.11 3.34 .03
(.11) (.14)
Use of development 5.00 4.54 14.20**
(.08) (.10)
Note:  Standard deviations in parentheses; * p < .05; ** p < .01
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Test of Hypotheses
There was no difference between the treatment and control groups regarding their
satisfaction with the performance appraisal after controlling for the respondents’ initial PA
satisfaction level (Mc=3.94, Mt=3.94, F=.00, n.s.). Moreover, the groups were not significantly
different in reported levels of satisfaction with their supervisor (Mc=4.98, Mt=5.03, F=.07, n.s).
Although the treatment group reported higher supervisor satisfaction, the difference was not
significant. Therefore, Hypotheses 1 and 2 were not supported.
Employees in the control group were more likely to approach their supervisor for
development feedback, but the difference was not significant after controlling for the pretest
measure (Mc=4.91, Mt=4.85, F=.11, n.s.). There was also no significant difference between the
two groups on the variable aware of development (Mc=3.11, Mt=3.12, F=.00, n.s.). Hypotheses
3 and 4 were not supported.
Regarding future use of development, there was a significant difference between the
groups (Mc=5.21, Mt=4.80, F=7.44, p<.01). Employees in the control group reported a stronger
intention to use development opportunities available compared to the treatment group after
controlling for the pretest measure, thus supporting Hypothesis 5.
Discussion
This study investigated the effects of a separated use PA system on employee attitudes
and behavioral intention. Previous research indicates that a conflict may exist when PA  are
utilized for both evaluation and development. By removing the evaluative role from the
immediate supervisor and giving it to someone more removed from the situation, the supervisor
once-removed, it was hypothesized that variables such as employee satisfaction with the
appraisal and their supervisor, awareness of development, and employees’ feelings toward their
supervisors would be improved. Moreover, it was argued that under the new system employee
intentions toward development may be affected.
There was a significant difference between the groups on reported future use of
development. As discussed above, the separation in PA uses may have weakened the
instrumentality of using development to gain valued outcomes for employees in the treatment
group. It is conceivable that they were no longer motivated to use development because there
was no longer a link between development and outcomes such as salary increases and
promotions. On the other hand, perhaps employees in the control group were not provided
development by their supervisors and, therefore, plan to get development in the future.
Arguably, employees in the control group were not provided development at all because the
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time when this normally occurs is during the PA and it may have been neglected due to the
conflict discussed above. Therefore, the control group may have responded that they are more
likely to seek and use development in the future because they have not been provided or
engaged in development. This is of course speculation and should be investigated further
perhaps by considering the effect on the actual use of development and not just behavioral
intentions.
Although there were no significant differences between the control and treatment groups
on any of the other outcome variables investigated, the results for satisfaction with supervisor
and awareness of development were in the hypothesized direction. Interestingly, it appears that
this substantial change in the performance management system at this organization failed to
influence employee attitudes regarding the PA process, their supervisor, and development one
way or the other.
Implications
Although organizations have attempted to remove development from the annual review
(Devanna, Fombrun, & Tichy, 1984; McNerney, 1995), this is the first empirical investigation of
such an intervention. Given previous research on PA uses and conflicts that may exist (e.g.,
Meyer et al., 1965; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995), investigating the effects of separating the
evaluative and developmental uses within an organizational context is an important step to
gaining a better understanding of the issues. Therefore, the minimal effects found in this study
still contribute to our understanding of how the performance appraisal process may influence
work-related variables. It is often assumed that the immediate supervisor is in the best position
to appraise their employees (Kanin-Lovers, 1990; Lee, 1990). This particular study suggests
that this may not necessarily be true. Direct supervisors and supervisors once-removed may be
equally effective in providing reviews if employee attitudes are of interest or if these attitudes
influence other organizational outcomes that are deemed important.
Further, the organization studied here indicated that they would like to decrease the
number of people responsible for providing performance reviews. By having the supervisor
once-removed conduct the PA rather than the immediate supervisor, the number of raters is
reduced by 73% in this particular facility. This would minimize the number of people that need to
be trained to conduct PAs. It is also possible that supervisors further up in the hierarchy have
more experience with PAs, and thus are better raters. On the other hand, these supervisors
may be less familiar with the employees’ performance. They may also be unwilling to conduct
additional appraisals since this would obviously require more of their time.
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Limitations and Future Research
As with any field experiment, there is a difficulty in controlling intervening variables.
Although one group did not necessarily discuss the PA system more than the other group, all
employees may have been aware of the new system and/or believed it was an organizational
experiment. A preferred study design would be to separate the two groups so as to eliminate
possible awareness among the groups that employees’ PAs have or have not changed. On the
other hand, the results of the manipulation check suggest that this research was successful in
removing the evaluative PA role from the employees’ immediate supervisor. Further, the
significant difference between the control and treatment groups on reported future use of
development indicates that employees in the separated use PA group were in fact influenced by
the manipulation.
Though employee attitudes are important both theoretically and practically, there are
other variables such as appraisal accuracy, rater and supervisor attitudes, and employee and
organizational performance that would be interesting to investigate. Organizations are often
interested in finding ways to improve upon the accuracy of the performance rating system, as
evident from the extensive research in this area (e.g.; Murphy et al., 1982; Wiggins, 1973). The
separated use PA system could decrease the accuracy of the ratings since someone who is
perhaps in the best position to make evaluations, the immediate supervisor, is no longer the
evaluator. However, as argued above, removing evaluation from the person most familiar with
the employee and their personal situation may decrease political motives underlying the inflation
or deflation performance ratings. Therefore, the separated use PA system’s effect on appraisal
accuracy would be an interesting issue to investigate.
In addition, this research limited the analysis to employee attitudinal effects, yet other
organizational members may also be affected by the system. The change in power structure
incurred by removing the evaluative authority from the immediate supervisor discussed earlier is
an example of the importance of investigating effects on other organizational members. It would
likewise be important to investigate the effect on the supervisor once-removed. It is conceivable
that they are not happy with the new system because it has increased their workload. They may
also be uncomfortable rating employees that are not under their direct supervision. This may be
particularly true if they are unfamiliar with the employees’ performance. Although it was not
feasible to assess these measures in this study due to the limited number of supervisors in each
group, these would be important variables to measure in order to get a more complete picture of
the effects of separating PA use.
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Another deficiency in this study is related to the lack of a behavioral outcome measure.
For example, human resource practices effect on employee and organizational performance is
often of great interest (e.g., MacDuffie, 1995; Huselid, 1995; Welbourne & Andrews, 1996).
Although employee attitudes may ultimately impact performance, it is equally important to
investigate the actual performance outcomes of the new system. Moreover, other organizational
outcomes such as turnover, absenteeism, occurrence of grievances, and actual use of
development may be influenced and should be considered in future studies.
In conclusion, this research study has looked at separating the developmental and
evaluative PA use and the effects on employee attitudes and behavioral intentions. This
analysis has provided a step towards an integration of previous theory and research into a new
performance management system, investigating its effects on a group of organizational
members. Future research should continue in the assessment of the performance appraisal
process, thus improving both our knowledge and practice.
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